We describe efforts to formulate a quantitative measurement model for boldness, a construct that has been intensively discussed and investigated in the psychopathy literature in recent years. Although the Fearless Dominance factor of the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI-FD) has served as a major referent for studying this dispositional construct, boldness was not explicitly targeted in developing the PPI, creating the need for a formal measurement model for this construct. Using an exploratory approach to test construction and multiple waves of data collection and analysis involving 1,791 participants, we created nine unidimensional scales (comprising a total of 130 items) for assessing correlated but thematically distinct facets of boldness, and characterized their higher-order structure. Overall scores on this new Boldness Inventory correlated highly with PPI-FD (positively) and dispositional fear (negatively), and negligibly with disinhibitory proclivities, in validation samples consisting of undergraduates (N ϭ 767) and male prisoners (N ϭ 326). The structural model of this new inventory, encompassing a general factor on which all facet scales loaded and two subordinate factors defined by residual variances of certain scales, effectively accommodated the constituent scales of PPI-FD. The model development work reported here establishes a valuable foundation for further, more fine-grained investigation of boldness as it relates to psychopathy and other clinical conditions as well as to adaptive functioning and performance.
conceptualized psychopathic personality (psychopathy) as a "masked" form of psychopathology in which underlying deviant behavioral and affective proclivities are concealed by an outward appearance of interpersonal charm and emotional stability. Recent writings have proposed that a basic biobehavioral disposition combining fearlessness and social dominance, termed boldness, may account largely or entirely for the "mask" features of psychopathy (Lilienfeld et al., 2016; Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009 ). However, the relevance of boldness to psychopathy has been questioned by some authors, who conceptualize this condition more in antisocial and often criminological terms (e.g., -as a predatory, antagonistic type of overt behavioral deviance (cf. McCord & McCord, 1964) . Continued investigation of the nature and bases of boldness as a dispositional attribute, and efforts to resolve debates concerning its role in psychopathy, would benefit from the availability of a formal, fine-grained measurement model. The current work was undertaken to develop a model for quantifying boldness in terms of separable but interrelated elements (facets) and provide initial evidence for the reliability, validity, and potential utility of the model.
Conceptualizing Boldness
Features of social charm, immunity to stressful experience, and fearless risk-taking were emphasized in Cleckley's (1941) classic clinical description of psychopathy (Crego & Widiger, 2016; ). In line with this description, Lykken (1957) presented laboratory evidence for deficits in fear (e.g., deficient classical conditioning to aversive stimuli, passive avoidance learning deficits) in prisoners meeting Cleckley's criteria for psychopathy, and these findings were corroborated by many subsequent studies (see, e.g., Fowles, 1980; Hare, 1965; Lykken, 1995; Patrick, 1994) . More recently, a new perspective on the role of deficient fear in psychopathy has emerged from research using the self-report based Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) . In contrast with other psychopathy inventories that represent fearless tendencies only indirectly and in ways that converge largely with impulsive-antisocial proclivities, the PPI contains a distinct Fearless Dominance (FD) factor (Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, Hicks, & Iacono, 2005; Benning, Patrick, Hicks, Blonigen, & Krueger, 2003) defined by scales labeled Fearlessness, Stress Immunity, and Social Potency (now termed Social Influence in the revised version of the PPI; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) . This FD factor covaries minimally with the PPI's other, Self-Centered Impulsivity (SCI) factor (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) -defined by Carefree Nonplanfulness, Rebellious Nonconformity, Machiavellian Egocentricity, and Blame Externalization scales. The weak association between these two PPI higher order factors in turn reflects modest opposing cross-loadings for the Stress Immunity and Fearlessness scales (negative and positive, respectively) on the SCI factor, combined with a negligible cross-loading for Social Potency.
Extensive research over the past decade has demonstrated diverging relations for the two PPI factors with various criterion measures in diverse clinical and nonclinical samples (e.g., Benning, Douglas et al., 2008; Patrick, Edens, Poythress, Lilienfeld, & Benning, 2006; Ross, Benning, Patrick, Thompson, & Thurston, 2009 ; for a recent review, see Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, 2018) . Correlations for PPI-FD with criterion measures such as phobic fear, trait anxiousness, and depressive tendencies (all negative) as well as narcissism, thrill-seeking, and social agency/assertiveness (all positive) broadly parallel those for Factor 1 of Hare's (2003) Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R)-particularly the grandiose/manipulative interpersonal features associated with this factor, and especially when controlling for variance in common with the PCL-R's impulsive-antisocial factor (Hall, Benning, & Patrick, 2004; Poythress et al., 2010) . Further supporting the construct validity of PPI-FD as an index of low dispositional fear associated with psychopathy, other work has shown that (a) higher scores on FD, like higher scores on PCL-R Factor 1 , are associated with reduced fear during aversive cuing as indexed by startle reflex potentiation (Benning, Dvorak-Bertsch, Curtin, Rubinstein, & Newman, 2009) , and (b) scales associated with the PPI-FD factor load jointly with other established scale measures of fear and fearlessness on a broad Trait Fear factor (Kramer, Patrick, Krueger, & Gasperi, 2012 ) that predicts variations in aversive startle potentiation (Vaidyanathan, Yancey, Venables, & Patrick, 2016) .
Based on evidence linking PPI-FD to the fear deficits associated with psychopathy, postulated that this PPI factor represents a self-report based indicator of a psychopathyrelevant trait construct they termed boldness. According to these authors, boldness reflects the expression of a fearless temperament in arenas of social interaction, subjective emotional reactions to potentially stressful events, and venturesome behavior. Other notable referents for the construct of boldness include Lykken's (1995) notion of fearlessness as a core dispositional diathesis for psychopathy; studies on fearless temperament as an obstacle to conscience formation (e.g., Kochanska, 1997) ; and research on hardiness or emotional resiliency (Block & Block, 1980; Kobasa, 1979) .
Operating from this perspective, see also Patrick, 2018) postulated that the presence of dispositional boldness, when coupled with a lack of inhibitory control (disinhibition), would yield the mixed constellation of clinical features described by Cleckley (1941) . Patrick et al. suggested that measures of psychopathy influenced by Cleckley's conceptualization include representation of boldness, and research has demonstrated this to be the case for many well-established psychopathy inventories (for reviews, see Lilienfeld et al., 2016; . However, certain psychopathy measures, such as Levenson's Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995) and the self-report version of Frick and Hare's (2001) Antisocial Process Screening Device, include little or no representation of this construct (see Drislane, Patrick, & Arsal, 2014) . Furthermore, meta-analytic reviews have demonstrated only modest-level associations (r ϳ .2) for boldness (operationalized as PPI-FD) with Factor 1 of Hare's (2003) interview-based PCL-R , although studies focusing on the PCL-R's narrower symptom facets (e.g., Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, et al., 2005; Wall, Wygant, & Sellbom, 2015) have revealed stronger relations for boldness measures with the Interpersonal facet of PCL-R Factor 1 specifically. The meta-analytic findings for PPI-FD's associations with the PCL-R, together with evidence for weak/inconsistent relations of PPI-FD This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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with measures of antisocial-externalizing proclivities, have engendered lively debates regarding the role of boldness in psychopathy (see, e.g., Lilienfeld et al., 2012; Patrick, Venables, & Drislane, 2013) . Efforts to resolve these debates would benefit from clearer delineation of the nature and scope of the boldness construct. With this in mind, the current work was undertaken to establish a finer grained measurement model for the construct of boldness that can help to clarify how this dispositional construct relates to psychopathic symptomatology.
Formulating a Quantitative Measurement Model for the Construct of Boldness
The PPI was not developed with a specific a priori factor structure in mind (Lilienfeld, 1990; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) , and the concept of a FD factor emerged post hoc out of an exploratory structural analysis of the PPI's eight facet scales (Benning et al., 2003) . As a consequence, the FD factor of the PPI cannot be expected to encompass all important features of its corresponding construct. Despite this limitation, the concept in its provisional form appears to hold promise for understanding the "mask" component of psychopathy described by Cleckley (1941; see also Crego & Widiger, 2016) , as fearless-dominant tendencies indexed by PPI-FD are largely independent of, and thus can readily occur alongside, impulsive-disinhibitory tendencies indexed by PPI-SCI (Patrick, 2006 (Patrick, , 2018 . Research on the distinct correlates of the PPI-FD factor and its conceptual significance to psychopathy served as inspiration-along with historic writings and known correlates of various psychopathy inventories-for the triarchic model, which conceives of PPI FD as one operationalization of a hypothesized biobehavioral trait construct termed boldness . As noted in the preceding section, accumulated findings on the correlates of PPI-FD have also sparked ongoing debates regarding the role of boldness in psychopathy.
To better understand the scope and boundaries of boldness as a construct and its relationship to psychopathy, and to clarify how the subscales of the PPI that demarcate its FD factor relate to the nomological network of the boldness construct, it is important to formalize a quantitative-measurement model for boldness that can accommodate the PPI-FD scales as indicators. It is also important to better demarcate the broad factor space surrounding the boldness construct, given that the PPI-FD factor may underrepresent some of its content. The current research was undertaken to develop a multiscale Boldness Inventory that would address these needs. The test construction strategy we used was an exploratory approach (Loevinger, 1957; Tellegen & Waller, 2008 ; see also Krueger, Markon, Patrick, Benning, & Kramer, 2007; Lilienfeld, 1990) in which provisional scale measures of a construct are created and then refined empirically-through iterative collection and analysis of data and progressive revision of scales and their constituent items. Our goal was to formulate a set of unidimensional scales for indexing multiple, thematically distinct facets of boldness that would cohere around a broad shared factor, which in turn would relate substantially to PPI-FD and dispositional fear/ fearlessness.
The subscales of the PPI-FD factor and known or expected correlates of this factor served as one point of reference for the current work. We examined the content of items comprising the PPI-FD subscales and those of other inventories related to PPI-FD either empirically or conceptually to identify psychological themes to target in creating scales for the new Boldness Inventory. In addition, we evaluated candidate items in part based on their observed correlations with actual or estimated scores on PPI-FD. Another point of reference was our prior work on the Externalizing Spectrum Inventory (ESI) model (Krueger et al., 2007; Patrick, Kramer, Krueger, & Markon, 2013) . Along with use of an exploratory scale-construction approach and statistical modeling methods similar to those employed in the ESI work, we utilized a 30-item measure of the general disinhibitory factor of the ESI (Yancey, Venables, Hicks, & Patrick, 2013 ) as a referent for evaluating candidate items for inclusion in subscales of the Boldness Inventory. Consistent with the observed orthogonality of the FD and SCI factors of the PPI, the triarchic model conceives of boldness and disinhibition as largely uncorrelated constructs. Thus, in selecting items to compose new subscales, we aimed to maximize both convergent and discriminant validity by identifying items that correlated appreciably with PPI-FD but weakly or negligibly with ESI-assessed disinhibition.
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Regarding content coverage, we expected-given our use of PPI-FD as a referent for constructing this new inventory, and the conceptualization of boldness as involving different modes of expression )-that facet scales would emerge that index social-interpersonal (i.e., charming, assertive), affectiveexperiential (i.e., insouciant, self-assured), and daring-behavioral (i.e., venturesome, fearless) expressions of boldness. Our expectations regarding the structure of scales comprising the new inventory were based on prior work by Kramer et al. (2012) delineating the structure of scale measures of dispositional fear; though it focused more on measures of fearfulness, this work also included some measures of fearless tendencies, including the three subscales of PPI-FD and a thrill-seeking scale (Zuckerman, 1979) . Kramer et al.'s structural analysis revealed a general factor on which all scales loaded, along with subsidiary factors (subfactors) accounting for residual variances in certain scales tapping distinct psychological expressions of fear/fearlessness. Along similar lines, we anticipated that the new Boldness Inventory would show evidence of a general factor along with distinct content subfactors.
The Boldness Inventory was developed and initially validated using data from undergraduate participants, to be consistent with the approach used to develop the PPI. Nevertheless, the construct validity of the final inventory was also examined in a separate male offender sample, for whom PCL-R data were available along with the same self-report criterion measures administered to the undergraduate validation sample. Our specific study hypotheses were as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Facet scales composed of items selected for convergence with PPI-FD would cohere around a broad shared factor of Boldness.
Hypothesis 2: Given that the Social Potency scale of the PPI (renamed Social Influence in the revised PPI) forms the core of the PPI's FD factor, facet scales assessing socialinterpersonal expressions of Boldness were expected to load most strongly and specifically on the general Boldness factor.
Hypothesis 3: Based on evidence that scales assessing fear/ fearlessness in distinct psychological domains contain domain-specific variance along with general-factor variance (Kramer et al., 2012) , we expected that a bifactor model specifying domain subfactors along with a general Boldness factor would fit the scale-score data better than a single general-factor model.
Hypothesis 4:
With regard to construct validity, we predicted that scores on the Boldness Inventory-in both undergraduate and offender validation samples-would (a) converge strongly with scores on a criterion measure of dispositional fear/fearlessness as well as with the PPI-FD and its constituent subscales and (b) display weak to negligible relations with disinhibitory-externalizing proclivities. Additionally, within the offender validation sample, we predicted that (c) scores on the Boldness Inventory would show a robust association with scores on the Interpersonal facet of Hare's (2003) PCL-R, but not with the PCL-R's other symptom facets.
Hypothesis 5: We predicted that the subscales of PPI-FDSocial Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness-would mesh effectively with the structural model of the new Boldness Inventory scales, as evidenced by preservation of acceptable model fit upon inclusion of these scales in the model.
Method

Participants and Procedure
Construction of the Boldness Inventory proceeded in two phases encompassing four rounds of data collection, an initial development phase and a subsequent refinement phase. Following completion of these two phases, a detailed psychometric evaluation of the final inventory was undertaken. Items for the new inventory were administered to a total of 1,791 undergraduate student volunteers (M age ϭ 19.68; SD ϭ 1.81) in an online screening format, with participants receiving course credit as compensation.
2 Consistent with the racial and ethnic composition of the Midwestern university population from which these samples were drawn, study participants were predominantly White and non-Hispanic (76.0%); representation of individuals of other races and ethnicities was as follows: 14.6% Asian, 2.5% Black, 1.6% Hispanic, 0.5% Native American, and 4.7% mixed race or other.
Three iterative rounds of data collection evaluating candidate items for inclusion in the inventory comprised the initial development phase; the sample sizes for these three rounds were 555 (65.7% women), 310 (71.1% women), and 159 (70.6% women), respectively, for a combined n of 1,024. The item set for the inventory was finalized in the refinement phase, which involved a fourth round of data collection and analyses of item properties for a new sample of participants (n ϭ 341; 70.2% women). Lastly, the final item set was administered to a further sample of 426 participants (63.4% women) in a fifth round of data collection. Using data from this round together with final item data from the fourth refinement round (combined n ϭ 767), a psychometric evaluation of the resultant inventory was undertaken, entailing analyses of internal properties of its constituent subscales and factor analyses of these scales as described in the following section. A detailed description of procedures used in the development and refinement phases is provided in the first part of the online supplemental materials, titled "Supplemental Method"; procedures for the psychometric evaluation are described here, in the next section.
In addition to collection of data for the new Boldness Inventory, data for the following measures were collected in each of the five rounds: (a) the three subscales of the PPI comprising its FD factor (i.e., Social Potency, Stress Immunity, Fearlessness) and (b) a scale measure of externalizing proclivities consisting of 30 items from the ESI (Krueger et al., 2007) that index its general disinhibition factor (see Yancey et al., 2013) . Scores on PPI-FD were used as an anchor for identifying items assessing the boldness construct; as a function of this methodological approach, the final Boldness Inventory was expected to converge strongly with scores on PPI-FD. Conversely, we used scores on the 30-item Disinhibition (DIS-30) scale as a referent for excluding items not selectively indicative of boldness (based on theory and empirical evidence that boldness is largely independent of disinhibitory tendencies; Blonigen et al., 2005; Drislane & Patrick, 2017; Fowles & Dindo, 2009) . Consequently, the final Boldness Inventory was expected to correlate minimally with scores on the DIS-30 scale. In addition, as described in the subsection titled "Examination of Criterion Correlates," participants within the rounds 4 and 5 validation sample (N ϭ 767) completed a questionnaire measure of dispositional fear that was expected to show (per study Hypothesis 4a) a strong negative correlation with overall scores on the new inventory.
As a basis for further evaluating the validity of the final Boldness Inventory and examining its applicability to clinical samples, we used data from a sample of 326 male offenders (M age ϭ 31.4 years) collected at two sites: a residential substance treatment facility (n ϭ 169) in Florida and a state correctional institution in Minnesota (n ϭ 157). The racial and ethnic composition of this sample was as follows: .3% Asian, 15.3% Black, 8.6% Hispanic, 3.1% Native American, 62.6% White non-Hispanic, 4.0% mixed race, and 6.1% other. The aforementioned criterion measures available for undergraduate participants-the PPI-FD scales, the DIS-30 scale, and the dispositional fear scale-were also administered to portions of this offender sample (ns ϭ 156, 290, and 297, respectively); additionally, scores on the interview-based PCL-R were available for the full offender sample (N ϭ 326). PCL-R interviews were conducted by trained, experienced personnel (Ph.D. or graduate-level) and supplemented by institutional file records; secondary PCL-R ratings were performed for a subset (48%) of the offender sample, and interrater reliability (intraclass) coefficients for PCL-R total, factor, and facet scores in this subset of participants ranged from .76 to .89.
The procedures used in the current reported work with different study samples were approved by the Institutional Review Boards of the University of Minnesota (undergraduate participants, Minnesota state prison inmates) and Florida State University (Florida residential substance treatment sample) and all study participants provided informed written consent prior to testing.
Psychometric Evaluation of Final Inventory
Scale measurement properties and factor structure: Undergraduate validation sample. The finalized Boldness Inventory was administered to a fifth and final sample of undergraduate participants. Item responses for the sample of participants tested across the fourth and fifth rounds of data collection (N ϭ 767; 509 women), collectively termed the undergraduate validation sample, were used in the final psychometric evaluation of properties of the inventory, including scale-level and higher-order analyses. The scales' psychometric properties were evaluated in a number of ways. Internal consistency was quantified using Cronbach's alpha. Test information functions (TIFs) were generated using item response modeling to characterize the precision in measurement of the underlying trait for sets of items comprising each scale. In addition, subsets of participants who completed the Boldness Inventory in rounds four and five of data collection were administered the three PPI-FD scales (n ϭ 477), the DIS-30 (n ϭ 305), and a 50-item measure of dispositional fear (n ϭ 728). These measures, and analyses performed for each, are described under "Examination of Criterion Correlates."
Structural modeling analyses were conducted on item response theory (IRT) based maximum likelihood estimates of trait scores for the final set of Boldness scales, using Mplus (Version 5; Muthén & Muthén, 1998 to delineate factors and subfactors. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was first used to identify candidate models of interest; following this, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to evaluate the fit of alternative candidate models. The CFA models were specified on the basis of both theoretical considerations and EFA findings. Exploratory structural modeling of the PPI and prior evidence for distinctive external correlates of its FD and SCI factors suggested certain expectations regarding the structure of the Boldness Inventory scales. First, given that a major aim of the current work was to elucidate and expand the boundaries of the FD factor of the PPI (Benning et al., 2003) , which encompasses the subconstructs of Social Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness, three factors were expected to emerge from an exploratory structural analysis of the new Boldness scales. Second, a broad overarching factor was expected to account for covariance in this coherent domain. Testing structural models in a confirmatory framework allowed for comparison of models specifying a higher-order structure to those specifying a bifactor structure. Third, given the centrality of interpersonal attributes to PPI-FD-as evidenced by findings pointing to PPI-Social Potency as the purest indicator of PPI-FD (Benning et al., 2003; Ross et al., 2009 ) and work showing that PPI-FD correlates strongly with interpersonal traits such as dominance, surgent extraversion, and agency (Benning et al., 2003; Patrick et al., 2006; Ross et al., 2009 )-scales assessing interpersonal expressions of boldness were expected to operate as prominent indicators of the inventory's general factor.
An EFA was first conducted in Mplus to identify the nature and number of factors accounting for covariation among facet scales of the new inventory. Maximum likelihood was used to estimate model parameters, and loadings were subjected to geomin rotation; eigenvalues and conventional fit statistics were examined in selecting factor models to be fitted in confirmatory analyses. Alternative structural models suggested by the EFA results were then evaluated for fit in CFA analyses conducted using Mplus. Findings from the EFA (see Results section) encouraged evaluation of higher-order and bifactor models. A one-factor model in which all scales loaded only on a single overarching boldness dimension was used as a baseline model for comparison. In addition, three-factor higher order and two-subfactor bifactor models were fitted. Higher-order models organize a substantive domain in terms of a general factor separating into narrower factors that are further parsed into scale indicators, with the correlations among the narrower factors accounted for by the general factor. In contrast, a bifactor model specifies that each indicator of the domain is saturated by a broad general factor, and that individual scales also contain variance associated with subsidiary factors that exist independently of the general factor.
Absolute model fit was evaluated using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR), and comparative fit index (CFI). Smaller values of SRMR and RMSEA suggest better model fit, whereas CFI values closer to 1 indicate better model fit. The Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC), which favor models superior in fit and parsimony, were used to evaluate relative model fit; smaller values of each are indicative of better fit. Following selection of the best-fitting model, the three PPI-FD scales were incorporated into the model to test the hypothesis that the model would effectively accommodate these scale indicators.
Examination of criterion correlates: undergraduate and offender validation samples. Along with the PPI-FD subscales and the DIS-30 scale, undergraduate validation sample participants (N ϭ 767) were administered a questionnaire consisting of 50 items from the fear and fearlessness scales modeled by Kramer et al. (2012) . Scores on this 50-item Trait Fear scale (TF-50) correlate very highly (r Ͼ .9) with scores on the general factor of Kramer et al.'s model. Prior studies using a slightly longer (55-item) version of this scale have shown that it correlates robustly with physiological measures of fear reactivity (Yancey et al., 2016) and psychiatric disorders involving excessive fear (Nelson, Strickland, Krueger, Arbisi, & Patrick, 2016; Venables et al., 2017) . Per study Hypothesis 4a, we predicted that scores on the new Boldness Inventory would show a strong inverse association with scores on the TF-50. Correlations were used to quantify associations of scores on the individual PPI-FD scales and the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
PPI-FD factor (computed as a unit-weighted composite of the three FD scales), and scores on the TF-50 and DIS-30 scales, with facet-scale and total scores for the final Boldness Inventory. PPI-FD and TF-50 scores were used to evaluate convergent validity and ESI-30 scores were used to evaluate discriminant validity. A significance threshold of .001 was used for all correlations. The offender validation sample (N ϭ 326), described above, was administered an earlier version of the Boldness Inventory that contained 92 of the 130 items (ϭ 71%) included in the final version. Each of the final facet scales was well-represented in this earlier version (i.e., by 55% to 93% of items; median ϭ 69%), and correlations for scores on the partial offender-sample versions with scores on the final full scales were all very high (range ϭ .950 to .998). The partial versions of the Boldness Inventory scales available for the offender sample thus provided reasonable approximations to the final full scales. As noted earlier, criterion measures available for this sample included the subscales of PPI-FD, the DIS-30 and TF-50 scales, and ratings of PCL-R psychopathy.
Results
Item analyses conducted after the fourth, refinement round of data collection yielded a final set of nine facet scales with a total of 130 items, representing the three subdomains of boldness targeted in the development phase (interpersonal, affective-experiential, fearlessbehavioral). Analyses conducted on item responses of participants collapsed across the final two rounds of data collection revealed a coherent bifactor structure of the boldness domain, as described in the following section. A number of statistical techniques were used in refining the facet scales and evaluating their psychometric properties, including exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses and IRT techniques.
Scale Content
The last part of the online supplemental materials lists the 130 items of the final Boldness Inventory and provides a key for scoring its nine facet scales and computing total scores for the inventory. Example items from each scale are shown in Table 1 here; the two items shown for each scale (one positively worded, one negatively worded) are ones that exhibited high corrected item-total correlations and good IRT discrimination parameters. Social Assurance. This scale measures comfort and confidence within social situations. Items pertain to feeling at ease in social situations. Individuals scoring highly on this scale are likely to be assertive, outgoing, and visible in groups.
Dominance. This scale measures how much an individual enjoys being dominant, in charge, and in control of others. Items on this scale assess the tendency to seek power over and to lead others.
Persuasiveness. This scale indexes the ability to persuade, negotiate, or influence others' views. Persons endorsing these items are likely to both be skilled in such interactions and to enjoy them.
Self-Confidence. This scale assesses individuals' confidence in their own abilities and capacity to cope with difficulties and influence outcomes. Items in this scale do not reflect comparative views of oneself relative to others, but rather perceptions of oneself per se (e.g., "There are a lot of things I do well"; "I have confidence in myself").
Optimism. Items composing this scale index tendencies to feel undaunted by difficulties and hopeful about the future. High scorers are likely to anticipate favorable outcomes regardless of current circumstances. In contrast, low scorers are likely to harbor doubts about the future and prospects for things to go well.
Resilience. This scale assesses how effectively an individual perceives him/herself to be able to cope with or recover from emotionally stressful or upsetting life events. High scorers tend to bounce back quickly and effectively from adversity. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Valor. This scale indexes lack of fear and ability to remain calm under circumstances of threat or pressure. High scorers view themselves as unafraid and able to perform effectively in dangerous or troubling situations.
Intrepidness. This scale consists of items that assess tendencies to engage in or, conversely, avoid activities that involve physical danger (e.g., bungee-jumping, deep-sea diving, racing in cars). Individuals scoring highly on this scale are likely to seek out risky or challenging activities and enjoy adventure. As such, the scale can be seen as indexing a construct akin to the 'thrill/ adventure seeking' component of sensation seeking (Zuckerman, 1979) , or reversed "harm avoidance" (Tellegen & Waller, 2008) .
Tolerance for Uncertainty. This scale gauges an individual's comfort in, and ability to deal with, novel or unfamiliar situations. The scale also assesses the willingness to undertake new activities or explore new places, irrespective of potential risk. High scorers exhibit a readiness to try new things and enter novel situations without knowing what to expect.
The content domains encompassed by these nine facet scales reflect behavioral characteristics evident in Cleckley's (1941) classic case histories of psychopathy, which have been shown to include substantial representation of boldness (Crego & Widiger, 2016) . Social assurance, dominance, and persuasiveness pertain to characteristics of charm and social poise described by Cleckley, and relate ostensibly to Interpersonal features of glibness/superficial charm and conning/manipulativeness in Hare's PCL-R. Characteristics of self-confidence and high optimism (indomitability) are evident as well in many of Cleckley's case histories, and are referenced in the description for the grandiose sense of self-worth item of the PCL-R, another element of its Interpersonal facet. Emotional resilience is referenced in Cleckley's absence of nervousness criterion for psychopathy, though not explicitly in the PCL-R item criteria. Characteristics of intrepidness (enjoyment of risky adventure), valor (lack of fear), and tolerance for uncertainty are evident in the reckless risk-taking behavior and seeming imperviousness to punishment of individuals featured in Cleckley's case accounts; these facets of boldness are also represented to some extent in the item description for the PCL-R's need for stimulation criterion, which explicitly references inclinations toward taking chances, engaging in risky activities, and living life on the edge.
Scale Measurement Properties
Test information functions (TIFs) for all Boldness Inventory scales are presented in Figure 1 . Each graph shows the latent trait on the x-axis and test information on the y-axis. In selecting items for inclusion in each scale, care was taken to ensure effective coverage of the target trait dimension. In line with this, the TIF plots indicate that the scales generally provide precise measurement across a broad range of their respective traits, with coverage of information across the trait continuum (i.e., height of the curve This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
at successive points along the y-axis) varying somewhat as a function of the number of scale items and their measurement properties. Some notable differences are apparent when comparing TIFs among scales. Intrepidness, which contains items that are more behaviorally based than the other scales, appears more distinctly peaked and narrower in coverage. Additionally, TIFs for SelfConfidence and Optimism suggest that these scales contain fewer discriminating items at the high poles of their trait continua. Scale reliabilities were indexed using Cronbach's alpha and are provided in Table 1 along with example items. Scale ␣s ranged from .86 to .94, indicating high internal consistency. In addition, consistent with the idea that they index a common dispositional dimension (Hypothesis 1), the scales all showed significant positive correlations with one another (see Table 2 ). Nonetheless, with three exceptions, observed rs were below .70, indicating substantial amounts of unique variance in most scales as well.
Factor Structure of Scales
Exploratory factor analyses. After finalizing the item sets for each facet scale of the Boldness Inventory, an EFA using maximum likelihood estimation and geomin rotation was conducted in Mplus to evaluate the number and nature of factors accounting for covariation among IRT-based estimates of scale scores. Consistent with expectation, a three-factor structure best accounted for interrelations among the scales, as indicated both by eigenvalue and conventional fit criteria (e.g., RMSEA ϭ .058, CFI ϭ .993). Three eigenvalues greater than one (4.90, 1.28, 1.06) emerged from the EFA, with the scree plot of eigenvalues revealing a marked reduction after the third (i.e., subsequent values ranged from .40 to .19). Extraction of three factors (accounting for 80.5% of the variance in scores) revealed loadings of Social Assurance, Dominance, and Persuasiveness on one factor (Interpersonal Boldness), Self-Confidence, Optimism, and Resilience on a second factor (Emotional Stability) and Valor, Intrepidness, and Tolerance for Uncertainty on a third factor (Venturesomeness). The only scale that evidenced a salient cross-loading was Valor (see Table B of the online supplemental materials), which loaded onto the Emotional Stability factor (.46) as well the Venturesomeness factor (.57).
Consistent with study Hypothesis 1, the EFA findings were suggestive of a general factor underlying the data, with subordinate factors accounting for additional variance among the nine subscales of the new inventory. First, the ratio of the first to second eigenvalues was quite high (3.8:1), indicative of a substantial degree of common variance among the nine facet scales. Extraction of a single factor reflecting this common variance component resulted in appreciable loadings for all scales (range ϭ .41 to .84). In turn, subsidiary factors were suggested by variation in the magnitude of bivariate correlations among the facet scales (ranging from modest to large in magnitude) and evidence for systematic correlations among the residuals of scales after extraction of the general factor. These findings called for testing of higher order and bifactor CFA models in addition to the basic one-factor model.
Confirmatory structural modeling analyses. Based on the foregoing considerations, we tested the fit of three alternative models that accounted for covariation among the nine Boldness Inventory scales in distinctive ways. The first was a model specifying a single factor on which all scales loaded. The second was a higher order model specifying three lower order factors, which loaded in turn onto a single overarching factor. The third was a bifactor model specifying a general common factor on which each individual scale loaded, along with two mutually uncorrelated subfactors accounting for residual covariance among certain scales (i.e., shared variance apart from their joint relations with the general factor). Based on the expected centrality of interpersonal facets of boldness to the model as described earlier, along with results from the above-noted EFA, scales most closely associated with PPI-Social Potency (i.e., Social Assurance, Dominance, and Persuasiveness) were specified as loading on the general factor only, with residual variances from the remaining six scales defining the two subfactors. Table 3 presents fit statistics for the three alternative confirmatory models (one-factor, three-factor higher order, two-subfactor bifactor). As shown in the table, the higher order and bifactor models exhibited better fit than the one-factor model, but the absolute fit for these two models was suboptimal. Table 3 also presents fit statistics for modified versions of the latter two models in which cross-loadings were specified for the Valor scale (i.e., on the Emotional Stability factor of the higher-order model as well as this model's Venturesomeness factor; on the Emotional Stability subfactor of the bifactor model as well as its general factor and Venturesomeness subfactor). The possibility of improving model fit through specification of a cross-loading for Valor was deduced from the modification indices for these models, along with results from the preliminary EFA, which revealed robust loadings for this scale on two of three extracted factors. The modified bifactor model with the cross-loading for Valor exhibited adequate to good absolute fit (RMSEA/RSMR ϭ .07/.03, CFI ϭ .98), and (consistent with study Hypothesis 3) markedly better fit than the counterpart higher-order model (AICs ϭ 14,656 and 14,755, respectively; BICs ϭ 14,814 and 14,899).
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Parameters of the best-fitting bifactor model are presented in Figure 2 . Loadings for the nine facet scales on the general Boldness factor ranged from .33 to .83, with Social Assurance, Dom-3 It should be noted that bifactor models can exhibit improved fit in some cases relative to counterpart higher-order models for analytic reasons-that is, because of unique tetrad constraints placed on higher-order models (Mansolf & Reise, 2017) , and in particular when there is unmodeled complexity in the data (Murray & Johnson, 2013 This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
inance, and Persuasiveness scales exhibiting the highest loadings (cf. study Hypothesis 2). The model's two subfactors reflect coherence among the residual variances for the other six facet scales after accounting for common variance associated with the general factor. As noted earlier, we designated the first of the two subfactors (reflecting covariance among residuals for Self-Confidence, Optimism, Resilience, and Valor) as Emotional Stability, and the second (reflecting covariance among residuals for Valor, Intrepidness, and Tolerance for Uncertainty) as Venturesomeness. As evidence for the validity of these labels, Table C of the online supplemental materials shows correlations for factor scores from the best-fitting model (computed using maximum likelihood estimation) with items from the Boldness Inventory that showed distinctive associations with the general Boldness factor or one or the other subfactor. Items correlating maximally with the general factor include one reflecting a propensity to wield influence through persuasion and leadership roles, a lack of social anxiety, and calmness and effectiveness in facing stressful or difficult situations. Those showing preferential relations with the Emotional Stability subfactor include reverse-keyed items assessing pessimism and limited confidence in one's ability to overcome or recover from stressors. Items exhibiting preferential associations with the Venturesomeness subfactor include ones indexing enjoyment of potentially dangerous activities and willingness to engage in thrill-seeking activities.
Evaluation of Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Undergraduate validation sample (N‫؍‬ 767). The nine facet scales of the final Boldness Inventory were evaluated for convergent and discriminant relations with the PPI-FD, TF-50, and DIS-30 scales administered to undergraduate participants in the psychometric evaluation phase. Correlations for the Boldness Inventory facets with the PPI-FD scales in the undergraduate validation sample (cf. Hypothesis 4a) are presented in the upper part of Table 4 ; effect sizes in this case were mostly in the medium to large range (i.e., rs Ն .30 and Ն .50, respectively). The Social Assurance, Dominance, and Persuasiveness scales were most Table 4 shows correlations for factor scores from the best-fitting bifactor model (computed in Mplus, using maximum likelihood estimation) with PPI-FD and its constituent scales, along with the TF-50 and DIS-30 measures. The general Boldness factor and the Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors demonstrated rs of .73, .16, and .51 with scores on the PPI-FD factor, relative to an r of .83 for overall scores on the Boldness Inventory, indicating that the majority of FD-related variance is represented in the general factor. With regard to the subscales of PPI-FD, the general factor of the Boldness Inventory model (in line with study Hypothesis 3) showed its strongest relationship with PPI-Social Potency, whereas the Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors showed their maximal associations with PPI-Stress Immunity and Fearlessness, respectively. Total scores on the Boldness Inventory correlated Ϫ.82 with TF-50 scores, indicating expected strong (inverse) convergence between the two measures; scores on the general factor and two subfactors of the Boldness model correlated Ϫ.67, Ϫ.28, and Ϫ.51, respectively, with the TF-50. Correlations for the general factor and the two subfactors with scores on the DIS-30 scale were small or negligible (-.08, -.24, and .13, respecitvely) , again confirming expected discriminant validity from general disinhibitory tendencies (study Hypothesis 4b). 4 We also evaluated whether the three subscales of PPI-FD (Social Potency, Stress Immunity, Fearlessness) could be accommodated effectively by the best-fitting bifactor model of the new inventory (study Hypothesis 5) by reexamining the fit of models 4 The Boldness scale of the widely used Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Drislane et al., 2014; Sellbom et al., 2018) consists of 19 items from the final 130-item Boldness Inventory that, as a set, correlate very highly with overall scores on the Boldness Inventory (r ϭ .95 for the combined sample of 767 undergraduate participants tested across rounds 4 and 5 of the current study). Scores on the TriPM Boldness scale also correlate very highly with scores on PPI-FD (r for current round 4/5 sample ϭ .82) and with the TF-50 fearfulness scale (corresponding r ϭ Ϫ.80), but minimally with scores on the DIS-30 scale (r ϭ .12). The last part of the online supplemental materials provides a listing of the items from the full Boldness Inventory that compose the 19-item TriPM Boldness scale. Though useful as a brief measure of the general boldness construct, this 19-item scale contains limited representation of individual facet scales (i.e., three items from Persuasiveness and two each from the other eight scales). The full 130-item inventory provides a means for quantifying individual facets of boldness and modeling their associations with one another and their relations with other measures. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
for the nine Boldness Inventory subscales with inclusion of the three FD subscales as additional indicators. As noted earlier, a subset of the 767 undergraduate participants in the final psychometric evaluation phase (n ϭ 477) completed the three PPI-FD scales. In addition, we had access to PPI-FD data alone for an additional sample of 963 undergraduates, which we combined with data for the evaluation-phase sample to provide a total N of 1,730 for the Boldness Inventory ϩ PPI-FD scale modeling analyses. Full information maximum likelihood missing data analytic methods, which accommodate data for participants who are missing scores as a function of design, were used to estimate associations between Boldness Inventory scales and PPI-FD scales in the combined sample. Table D of the online supplemental materials presents fit statistics for counterpart models to those shown in Table 3 , with the PPI Social Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness scales incorporated as indicators-of the single common factor in the one-factor model; of the lower order Interpersonal Boldness, Emotional Stability, and Venturesomeness factors (respectively) in the higherorder model; and of the general Boldness factor (all three PPI scales) and the Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors (Stress Immunity and Fearlessness scales, respectively) in the bifactor model. Mirroring results from the analyses that included only the nine Boldness scales as indicators (see Table 3 ), the bifactor model of the Boldness Inventory ϩ PPI-FD scales, with inclusion of the cross-loading for the Valor scale, showed acceptable fit to the data (with comparable RMSEA, and only slight attenuation of RSMR and CFI), and markedly better fit than the counterpart higher order model (as evidenced by appreciably lower AIC and BIC values; see Table D of online supplemental materials). Within this augmented bifactor model, the three PPI subscales all operated as effective indicators of their general factor (loadings ϭ .90, .47, and .42 for Social Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness, respectively), with the Stress Immunity and Fearlessness scales also loading to appreciable degrees (.43 and .80) on the Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness Subfactors, respectively.
Offender validation sample (N ‫؍‬ 326). Patterns of correlations for the Boldness Inventory, its facet scales, and its general factor and subfactors (computed in Mplus, using the same scale weightings as in the undergraduate sample) with the PPI-FD scales and FD factor, the TF-50, and the DIS-30 in the male offender validation sample, shown in Table 5 , were generally similar to those for the undergraduate validation sample-with effect sizes for PPI scores and TF-50 scores in the medium to high range, and effect sizes for DIS-30 small to negligible. In particular, (a) scores on the Boldness Inventory as its general factor correlated most strongly with the Social Potency subscale of the PPI; (b) the Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors of the Boldness Inventory demonstrated selective associations with the PPI Stress Immunity and Fearlessness subscales, respectively; (c) total scores on the Boldness Inventory correlated to a high negative degree (r ϭ Ϫ.80) with scores on the TF-50, as seen in the undergraduate validation sample; and (d) total scores on the Boldness Inventory did not correlate significantly with scores on the DIS-30, again paralleling results for the undergraduate validation sample. Table 6 shows correlations for the Boldness Inventory and its general factor and subfactors with PCL-R total, factor, and facet scores (see Table E of the online supplemental materials for correlations of individual Boldness Inventory subscales with PCL-R scores). Scores on the Boldness Inventory as a whole, and its general factor, showed significant associations with PCL-R total scores, and with PCL-R Factor 1 but not Factor 2. Consistent with prediction (study Hypothesis 4c), the observed association with PCL-R Factor 1 was attributable mainly to the PCL-R's This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Interpersonal symptom facet, which encompasses features of superficial charm, grandiosity, manipulativeness, and deceitfulness; the general factor of the Boldness Inventory showed a moderatelevel correlation (r ϭ .30) with the PCL-R's Interpersonal facet. Statistical comparisons of the correlation for this facet with those for the other PCL-R facets, using Steiger's (1980) Z test, showed it to be significantly higher than the rs for the Affective and Impulsive facet (ps Ͻ .001), and close to significantly higher (p ϭ .002) than the r for the Antisocial facet.
Discussion
The current work was undertaken to establish a quantitative measurement model for boldness, a construct that has garnered intensive interest and empirical study in the psychopathy literature over the past decade (Lilienfeld, Watts, Smith, & Latzman, 2018) . Although debates have been waged regarding the centrality of boldness to psychopathy (e.g., Lilienfeld et al., 2012; Patrick, Venables, et al., 2013) , it is clear that features of boldness have been emphasized in historic writings on this topic (e.g., Cleckley, 1941 Cleckley, /1976 Hare, 1965; Lykken, 1957 ; see also Crego & Widiger, 2016; Lilienfeld et al., 2018; Skeem, Polaschek, Patrick, & Lilienfeld, 2011) and boldness is important for understanding how psychopathy relates to other psychological disorders-particularly anxious-depressive ("internalizing") conditions (Patrick, 2018; ) and affiliated problems such as suicidal behavior (Venables et al., 2015) . The FD factor of the PPI has served as a valuable, productive referent for work to date on the construct of boldness Skeem et al., 2011) . However, boldness was not explicitly targeted in developing the PPI, creating a need for a more detailed and well-elaborated measurement model for this construct. We regard our effort as falling within the broad tradition of "bootstrapping" in psychological assessment (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) , whereby one begins with a fallible measure (in this case, FD) of a construct (in this case, boldness) and then uses this measure as a point of reference for the development of another, less fallible measure of the construct.
Distinct Thematic Facets of Boldness
The measurement model we developed delineates the construct of boldness in terms of nine unidimensional facet scales reflecting tendencies toward boldness versus fearful-submissiveness in three distinct psychological domains: interpersonal (i.e., Dominance, Social Assurance, and Persuasiveness scales), affective-experiential (SelfConfidence, Optimism, Resilience), and fearless-behavioral (Intrepidness, Tolerance for Uncertainty, Valor). These content domains emerged from an exploratory approach to scale construction (Tellegen & Waller, 2008) in which candidate items were written to assess elements of boldness deduced from multiple conceptual and empirical sources, and iterative waves of data collection and analysis (cf. Krueger et al., 2007) were used to prune and supplement the initial item pool and arrive at a set of coherent subscales. The resultant scales showed good internal consistencies (see Table 1 ) and, as expected of indicators of a common dispositional dimension (Hypothesis 1), significant interrelations with one another (see Table 2 ).
The PPI FD factor served as one referent for formulating candidate items and refining subscales, and thus overall scores on the Boldness Inventory correlated very highly with scores on PPI-FD in both the undergraduate and offender validation samples (rs ϳ .8; see Tables 4 and 5) , and its three content domains parallel the three facets of PPI-FD (Social Potency, Stress Immunity, Fearlessness). Kramer et al.'s (2012) model of the fear/fearlessness domain was used as another conceptual referent at the point of assembling initial items for this new inventory, but not as an empirical referent at subsequent data collection and analytic stages. Nonetheless, consistent with Kramer et al.'s finding that the three PPI-FD scales operated as effective indicators of the general fear/fearlessness factor, scores on the Boldness Inventory showed a very high, negative association with scores on this general factor, quantified using the TF-50 -in both the undergraduate and offender validation samples (rs ϳ -.8; see Tables 4 and 5 ). Thus, the Boldness Inventory can be viewed as indexing, in reverse, a trait dimension closely aligned with dispositional fear/fearlessness. However, an important distinction between the models for these two constructs is that the strongest/purest scale indicators of the general factor in the Boldness model (per study Hypothesis 2) are interpersonal subscales, whereas those in the Kramer et al. fear/fearlessness model are affective-experiential scales.
A 30-item scale composed of items from the ESI, which assesses general disinhibitory tendencies associated with impulse control disorders (Yancey et al., 2013) , served along with PPI-FD as a referent for evaluating the psychometric properties of candidate items across iterative rounds of data collection and analysis. The triarchic model of psychopathy ) conceives of boldness as essentially independent of the construct of disinhibition, conceptualized in turn as a highly heritable general liability for externalizing problems (Krueger et al., 2002; Yancey et al., 2013) . Consistent with this perspective, overall scores on the Boldness Inventory showed weak, nonsignificant correlations with this measure of general externalizing proneness, in both the undergraduate and offender validation samples (r ϭ .13 for each), pointing to encouraging discriminant validity.
Structure of the Boldness Inventory
In line with study Hypothesis 3, evaluation of alternative structural models of the facet scales of the Boldness inventory revealed superior fit, relative to alternative models, for a bifactor model specifying two domain-specific subfactors along with a general Boldness factor. The absolute fit of the bifactor model was accept- Table 3 , bottom row) when one of the facet scales, Valor, was specified as loading on both subfactors (rather than just one) as well as the general Boldness factor. The implication is that Valor, although clearly relevant to boldness, is more thematically variegated than the other facets of the model. As such, it may be useful to undertake follow-up scale development work to determine whether this facet can be parsed into narrower scales reflecting affectively stable versus behaviorally fearless aspects of valor that load more distinctively onto the two subfactors of the model (i.e., Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness, respectively). Consistent with study Hypothesis 1, the scales developed to index interpersonal facets of boldness (Dominance, Social Assurance, Persuasiveness) defined the general factor of the model most strongly, as evidenced by their very high and exclusive loadings (ϳ.8 in each case) on the general factor. The fact that the bifactor model (with Valor cross-loading, as noted above) showed acceptable fit without specification of a distinct subfactor for these interpersonal scales indicates that their common variance was fully accounted for by the general Boldness factor reflecting the systematic overlap among all nine facet scales. Considered in light of the general factor's strong negative correlation with the TF-50 (rs ϭ -.67 and -.76, respectively, in undergraduate and offender samples; see Tables 4 and 5 ), the implication is that the general Boldness factor indexes a socially forceful and persuasive interpersonal style rooted in dispositional fearlessness. This characterization accords well with Cleckley's (1941 Cleckley's ( /1976 ) account of psychopathy as entailing social insouciance and a talent for influencing others (see also Crego & Widiger, 2016) , and with published work demonstrating associations for PPI-FD with the Interpersonal features of PCL-R psychopathy in particular (i.e., charm, grandiosity, and manipulativeness/deceit; Benning, and with low physiological-fear reactivity Dvorak-Bertsch et al., 2009) . Of note, the general factor of the model was also defined quite strongly by scales indexing (a) an ardent belief in one's self-worth and the future (Self-Confidence, Optimism), akin to aspects of the PCL-R's 'grandiose sense of self-worth' criterion, and (b) a penchant for unfamiliar situations and novel experiences (Tolerance for Uncertainty). The availability of PCL-R psychopathy ratings for the offender sample provided direct evidence for a robust, selective association of the Boldness Inventory's general factor with the Interpersonal symptom facet of the PCL-R (see Table 6 ).
The fact that subordinate factors were needed to account for residual covariance among the other six facet scales indicates that these scales operated as indicators both of the general factor, and of coherent psychological attributes apart from the general factor. One subfactor, labeled Emotional Stability, was defined most strongly by residual variances of the Resilience and Optimism scales, with the content of items loading preferentially on this subfactor reflecting a capacity to endure hardships and recover from adverse experiences (see Table C of online supplemental materials, middle part) -suggesting attributes of steadfastness and determination potentially separable from FD. The other subfactor, labeled Venturesomeness, was marked most strongly by residual variances of the Intrepidness and Tolerance for Uncertainty scales; items loading preferentially on this subfactor appear indicative of rash willingness to enter risky or dangerous situations (Table C of online supplemental materials, lower part). The modest positive correlations of this subfactor with scores on the DIS-30 (rs ϭ .13 and .12 [ps ϭ .038 and .023], respectively, for undergraduates and prisoners), in contrast with the somewhat greater negative associations for the Emotional Stability subfactor with DIS-30 scores (see rightmost columns of Tables 4 and 5), suggests that it assesses aspects of impulsive sensation-seeking largely distinct from FD (Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, et al., 2005 ; see also Kramer et al., 2012) .
In addition, consistent with study Hypothesis 5, supplemental factor analyses demonstrated that the best-fitting bifactor model of the nine Boldness Inventory scales retained acceptable fit (according to all statistical indices; see Table D of the online supplemental materials) when the three subscales of PPI-FD-Social Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness-were incorporated into the model. Within this augmented, 12-indicator model, the PPI subscales all loaded appreciably on the general Boldness factor, with the Stress Immunity and Fearlessness scales also showing robust loadings on the model's Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors, respectively. The ability of the model to effectively accommodate the three PPI-FD subscales provides important evidence for the construct validity of the model, and serves to connect this new structural model of the boldness domain to the abundant literature on the nomological network of PPI-FD (see Lilienfeld et al., 2018) .
Conceptual and Clinical Implications
The current work has implications for ongoing theoreticalempirical work on psychopathy and for clinical assessment and decision-making. Our multifaceted, bifactor model of boldness highlights the variegated nature of this construct. Results for the offender validation sample indicate that scores on the general factor of the Boldness Inventory accounted for its overall association with PCL-R psychopathy, and that this association largely reflected interpersonal traits (social forcefulness, assurance, and persuasiveness) in each (see Table 6 and Table E of the online supplemental materials). This finding accords with recent evidence suggesting that interpersonal traits may be the main point of contact between boldness and clinical psychopathy (Weiss, Lynam, & Miller, 2018) . Results for both validation samples indicated a negligible (or perhaps weak negative) association for this general Boldness factor with proneness to externalizing problems as indexed by the DIS-30 scale. On the other hand, the opposing relations for the Boldness Inventory's two subfactors with DIS-30 scores are in line with other work showing that higher levels of externalizing proneness and psychopathy factor 2 are associated with emotional instability and sensation seeking tendencies (e.g., Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, et al., 2005; Hall et al., 2004) . The Boldness Inventory can provide a basis for future systematic work using structural modeling to characterize how constructs of boldness and fear/fearlessness interface with psychopathy and externalizing proneness, and with other related constructs such as narcissism and Machiavellianism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) . It can also provide a frame of reference for clarifying points of intersection and divergence between criminally deviant expressions of psychopathy and more adaptive ("successful") expresThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
sions of this condition (Benning, Venables, & Hall, 2018; Lilienfeld et al., 2018) . The current work also has implications for clinical assessment and decision-making in light of extensive evidence for contrasting clinical correlates of distinct facets of psychopathy (Skeem et al., 2011) and research showing that clinical prediction can be enhanced by quantifying psychopathy facets more distinctively from one another (e.g., Douglas et al., 2008; Patrick et al., 2006) . Effectively separating psychopathy facets is likely to be important as well for treatment selection and implementation (Patrick, Drislane, & Strickland, 2012; Polaschek & Skeem, 2018) . The availability of a multiscale measure of boldness provides a means for evaluating what specific elements of this dispositional construct contribute most to predicting key clinical outcomes such as episodes of depression, suicide attempts, need for medication, and treatment compliance, completion, and responsiveness.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current work has some notable strengths, including use of an iterative approach to scale construction and refinement featuring multiple rounds of data collection and large numbers of subjects, demonstration of a coherent structure to the resultant scales that effectively accommodated the subscales of PPI-FD as indicators, and demonstration of consistent evidence for convergent and discriminant validity of the final Boldness Inventory in clinical and nonclinical (offender, undergraduate) samples. Nevertheless, the present study is also marked by certain limitations that highlight important directions for future research efforts using the Boldness Inventory. One is that the development sample for the new inventory consisted of undergraduate students; as noted earlier, we took this approach for both logistical (i.e., efficiency of data collection) and conceptual-empirical reasons (i.e., because we conceptualize boldness as a normative trait dimension [akin to fear/fearlessness; Kramer et al., 2012] , and because the PPI, the basis for the FD construct that served as the core referent for the current work, was developed using undergraduate participants). Although findings for the male offender validation sample provide provisional evidence for the effectiveness of the new inventory in older clinical participants, it will be important in future work to evaluate the properties of the Boldness Inventory subscales and their factor structure in other participant samples, including female offenders, nonforensic clinical samples, and women and men drawn from the general community.
Another limitation is that the available data for study participants and the scope of the current report allowed for only a preliminary examination of convergent and discriminant validity (i.e., in relation to PPI-FD and its subscales, the TF-50, the DIS-30 -and in the offender sample, the PCL-R). Mitigating this concern somewhat, an extensive published literature exists on the criterion-related validity of the PPI's FD factor (for a recent review, see Sellbom et al., 2018) , and given the very strong correlation of total scores on the Boldness Inventory with this factor of the PPI (r Ͼ .8, per Tables 4 and 5), it can be expected that the Boldness Inventory will share much of the known nomological network of PPI-FD. However, further research with a wider array of criterion measures-including clinical outcome measures of the types discussed in the preceding section-is needed to flesh out the constructs indexed by the individual facet scales of the inventory and its Emotional Stability and Venturesomeness subfactors, and to evaluate the utility of the inventory for clinical prediction and decision-making.
Notwithstanding these limitations, the availability of a coherent multifaceted measurement model for the construct of boldness provides a means for advancing psychopathy research in important ways. Debates regarding the role of boldness in psychopathy have centered partly on how it intersects with or diverges from callous and disinhibitory aspects of psychopathy (Lilienfeld et al., 2012; . The multiscale Boldness Inventory allows for a finer-grained analysis of this issue than has been possible to date. For example, it is expected that certain facets of boldness (e.g., persuasiveness, intrepidness) will relate more to disinhibitory proclivities, and in turn to antisocial deviance, than others (e.g., social assurance, self-confidence, valor)-but that the latter will contribute more to the appearance of psychological health that Cleckley (1941 Cleckley ( /1976 referred to as the "mask of sanity." Another notable feature of the Boldness Inventory is that it measures ostensibly healthier counterparts to psychopathic traits of manipulativeness (i.e., Persuasiveness facet), grandiosity (i.e., Self-Confidence and Optimism), emotional insensitivity (i.e., Resilience), and reckless risk-taking (i.e., Valor). As such, it provides a potentially valuable framework for clarifying the boundaries and conditions of crossover, if any, between adaptive emotional-interpersonal dispositions and so-called "Dark" traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) . In addition, it may help to clarify the lingering question of whether any features of psychopathy are genuinely psychologically adaptive.
In conclusion, the current work builds on and extends existing research on the construct of boldness by better delineating the scope and structure of individual difference characteristics within this broad construct domain. In future work, it will be important to examine the differential correlates of boldness facets and their implications for psychopathy, both unto themselves and in conjunction with other psychopathy-related attributes, such as meanness/callousness and disinhibition. In outlining his detailed list of the criteria for psychopathy, Cleckley (1941 Cleckley ( /1976 recognized that the "mask" donned by psychopathic individuals comprised multiple subcomponents. The model development work reported here provides a promising foundation for articulating and understanding the nature and correlates of these subcomponents.
